Abstract
I n this article, we assess the utility of Goffman thinking about conversational interaction in order to illuminate features of a research interview between one of the two authors (LM) and a fellow social work professional. We use this case to explore aspects of Goffman's contribution to the sociological understanding of spoken interactionideas that are often overlooked by interactionist and qualitative researchers who otherwise have found Goffman's ideas a rich source of guidance for their inquiries. In particular, we explore the value of Goffman's (1974) often overlooked notion of dramaturgical replaying. While conversational interaction only became a sustained focus of Goffman's published work over the last decade or so of his life, culminating in the essays collected in Forms of Talk (Goffman 1981a) , there remain some remarkable continuities with earlier writings alongside the significant innovations in his thinking found in that last book. Our article thus commences with a schematic outline that traces the sources of his late thinking and its leading themes.
Situating Storytelling in Goffman's Sociology
Leading themes in Goffman's later thinking about conversational interaction can be traced from the preoccupations of his early writings. The book that shot Goffman to fame-The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (PSEL)-marks his first statement of the dramaturgical perspective that would become irrevocably linked to his name. Yet dramaturgy only captured part of his intellectual production. When pressed in an interview in 1980 whether "dramaturgy" was an appropriate label for his sociology, Goffman declared that "I can't take [it] all that seriously" (Verhoeven 1993:320) . In disowning "dramaturgy" as an accurate overall characterization of his sociology in the manner first promoted by Gouldner (1970) , Goffman was also distancing himself from labeling the entirety of any writer's thought under a simple slogan. Even if Goffman disliked dramaturgy as an overall characterization of his sociology, it nonetheless was an idea that resurfaced in his late writings-an idea that he qualified and refined to give coherence to thinking about conversational interaction (Goffman 1974; 1981a; 1983) .
The aim of the sociology of the interaction order-a project that Goffman (1953) 
initiated in his
Chicago dissertation-was to uncover the socially organized features of the communicative conduct of co-present persons. In the two dozen articles and eleven books that followed, Goffman articulated and illustrated the concepts needed to empirically investigate the leading features of the interaction order. Dramaturgy was one of at least three prominent themes-alongside calculation (Ytreberg 2010) and ritual (Collins 1988 )-that Goffman used to develop the sociology of interaction order. Dramaturgy, calculation, and ritual provide key themes that are explored in a variety of ways throughout Goffman's writings.
Very broadly, two dramaturgies can be identified in Goffman's writings (Smith 2013) . The earlier version found in PSEL is an application of the lifeas-theater metaphor that was well-known even in Shakespeare's day. For Goffman, however, the theatrical model is not applied to social life in toto but is restricted only to the conduct of co-present (Goffman 1974; 1979; 1981a) seems to have originated the concept of performativity that is now more commonly associated with Judith Butler (Smith 2010) . It is the utility of some of Goffman's later performative notions that the empirical part of this article explores. In the performative conception, the earlier metaphorical frame of PSEL gives way to a view of drama as literal-as capturing some of the essential features of conversational interaction.
What appears to motivate this shift is Goffman's repeated attempts to refine the concepts needed to investigate the interaction order in all its empirical specificity. One impulse driving that analysis was to develop sociological concepts and frameworks that are sensitive to the liveness of interaction in its human and experiential particularity. Goffman's illustrative materials are one indicator of that impulse. Goffman worked hard to find unusual examples, often from less than obvious sources, to illustrate the concepts contained in his books and articles. And the way Goffman achieves a sensitivity to the liveness of interaction is, somewhat paradoxically, through the development of the dramaturgical model. It is not uncommon for concepts and models to be seen as restrictive and distorting devices that misrepresent our views of reality. Goffman (1981b) After PSEL (1959), Goffman's first step in the development of his dramaturgical model was the essay "Role Distance" (Goffman 1961) . This essay outlines the limitations of conventional, mainly functionalist, role theory, with its simple understanding of performance and unidimensional view of the life as drama metaphor.
Role theory seemed to suggest that awaiting any role played by an individual was a particular self.
By conforming to the demands of the role, the individual acquired a particular "me"-"in the language of Kenneth Burke, doing is being" (Goffman 1961:88) . Goffman considered this an unrealistic simplification that failed to address the range of attitudes evident in people's actual conduct. For instance, roles might be played diffidently or shamefully. In some situations people "play at" their roles rather than "play" them; they may "break role" or "go out of role"; they may find ways to"style" the role in line with their wishes. Role distance was the concept Goffman devised to cover "this 'effectively' expressed pointed separateness between the individual and his putative role" (Goffman 1961:108) . (Goffman 1953:136-148, 217-241) . The dramaturgy of PSEL seemed to have been forgotten by Goffman's writings of the 1960s as his interests in applying game models came to the fore, but a re-vamped dramaturgy was to re-emerge in the 1970s, particularly in Frame Analysis, Goffman's major makeover and deepening of his sociological framework.
First, the chapter "The Theatrical Frame" made it clear that the dramaturgy of PSEL was simply a metaphor.
Notably, Goffman (1974:138-144) identified the "transcription practices" that would render actual face-toface interaction into a piece of staged theatrical activity. More intriguingly still, Goffman (1974:246) is to show some kind of audience appreciation. They are to be stirred not to take action, but to exhibit signs that they have been stirred. [Goffman 1974:503] Much ordinary talk is thus given over to telling stories about the happenings that make up the individual's daily life. Goffman's key point is that such storytelling is not about the individual reporting an event, but rather about the individual replaying an experience and the listener "vicariously re-experiencing what took place" (Goffman 1974:504) .
Goffman emphasized the dramaturgical nature of talk, contending that "we spend most of our time not engaged in giving information, but in giving shows" (Goffman 1974:508) This is where dramatic techniques enter ordinary conversational interaction. Events are not reported.
Rather, experiences are dramaturgically replayed.
The dramaturgical replaying of a story is also facilitated through the storyteller's capacities to shift "footing" during the story's telling. For Goffman (1981a:128) , a change in footing implies a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves and to the others present as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance.
Goffman's earlier formulation of selves engaged in a "dance of identification" gives way to the notion of a "speaker" dissected sociologically into three "participant statuses"-"animator," "author," and "principal." The animator is "the sounding box" who produces the words; the author, the agent who originates the words, written or spoken; the principal is he or she who believes and is responsible for the words (1981a:144-45, 226) . These ideas can be put to work to shed light on the case of the Nearest Relative.
Analysis of a Single Case
Here we use Goffman's Extract 1. The story of the Nearest Relative.
1.
Nell: I mean if there was a legal point like nearest relative, that's always a minefield, umm you 2. can ring legal and they've always made it perfectly clear "If you're in doubt, ring us. We'd rather give 3. you legal advice at the beginning and help you out than some relative taking action against you 4. because you didn't," as they see it, umm "Give them their rights, you know, after the event" [laughs].
5.
Lisa: Yeah, yeah. Nell: And she said "Oh well you've been so nice about it" she said "Oh", you know "And I'm 37. not I'm here and I can't help him I can't do anything for him, so if you think he needs to be in [
both laugh]
The Story of the Nearest Relative: Shifts in Footing in Dramaturgical Replayings Goffman (1974:504) shows how a question that could be answered with a simple "yes" or "no" can also be answered by "an invitation to sit through a narrative, to follow along empathetically as a tale un- understand. Thus, his talk will not so much depend on common understanding as seek it out and then celebrate it. Indeed, this gives to ordinary verbal contacts a greater degree of exclusivity and mutual dovetailing than one might otherwise expect. [Goffman 1983:18] Nell thus presupposes here that LM understands her allusion to a "nearest relative" as she knows from the Participant Information Sheet and the pre-interview talk that LM is also a mental health social worker. Goffman (1983:48) showed the importance of "acquaintanceship and close ties, of the generation and intentional construction of joint biography." The "cryptic allusion" (Goffman 1983:49) to the nearest relative demonstrates the significance of this point. Nell's association of "nearest relative"
with "minefield" [line 1] foreshadows the story to come. Goffman (1974:550) we take up to ourselves and the others present as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance.
In lines 3-5, "legal" are portrayed by Nell's telling as advising caution and recommending prudence by establishing the legal situation in advance.
Within the animated talk, out-of-frame information is interwoven ["as they see it, umm"-line 4] carried by a "self-kibitzing editorial voice" (Goffman 1983:14) . Nell holds the floor with the connective "and" and introduces the story of the NR: "I've had to displace [pause] twice" [line 6]. The word "displace"
is also a legal term used in the MHA which means that an AMHP can apply to the court for an NR to be displaced on certain grounds set out in s.29(3).
The pause after using the term "displace" may be explained in terms of Nell checking LM's familiarity with this legal term, allowing the opportunity to ask for clarification. Goffman (1983:51) 
It is notable that Nell then provides a story preface
["But that was definitely an eye opener" -line 13]. Sacks (1992, vol. 2:10-11) showed how a speaker regularly informs a hearer about what a story involves in order that the hearer is able to gauge when the story is over. So, Nell's preface informs LM that she is going to tell an "eye-opening" story and thus LM is able to recognize the talk that follows as such.
Nell's pause can be seen as checking whether she has the floor by allowing LM an opportunity to close the storytelling.
Having set the scene, Nell locates her story back to the information state-the horizon-she had at the time of the episode (Goffman 1974:508) . The temporal, dramatic development of the reported event thus proceeds from this starting point (Goffman 1974:504) . Once again, Nell presupposes that LM is for participants in real life" (Goffman 1974:506) .
However, what is even more intriguing is that it is not only the listener(s) that must be held in suspense, but also the characters in the story must be depicted as ignorant of the outcome. So here Nell is "surprised" to find that the NR is also in hospital on a section of the MHA.
The Story of the Nearest Relative: Shifts in Footing in Dramaturgical Replayings
The narrative continues to unfold in an "intrinsically theatrical" dramatization as Nell replays the scene, enabling LM to vicariously re-experience the events as they unfold (Goffman 1974:504) (1974:535) , this increases the theatricality of the replaying, where "something closer to stage acting than to reporting is occurring."
The theatricality of the story continues with the replaying of the hectic and convoluted process
Nell engaged in as a result of the displacement process. Goffman (1974:504) explained that it is not that narrators exaggerate, but rather that they that humor is central to Goffman's work, as is his recognition that humor is a mundane element in everyday talk. Indeed, Goffman (1974:502) notes that "unseriousness and kidding will seem so standard a feature that special brackets will have to be 
Discussion
Nell has replayed a story with several characters, none of whom are identified by name, but are de- Instead, a replaying involves the speaker enabling a listener to empathetically insert themselves into the story so that they vicariously re-experience the events (Goffman 1974:504) . Goffman (1974:508) concluded that
All in all, then, I am suggesting that often what talkers undertake to do is not to provide information to a recipient but to present dramas to an audience.
Indeed, it seems that we spend most of our time not engaged in giving information but in giving shows.
Goffman acknowledges, however, that the difference between real life and the theater is that speakers need to convince listeners that their replaying was not invented and did actually occur (cf. Wooffitt 1992).
Goffman's work has been seen as foundational in the investigation of reported speech in interaction and as providing a framework for research (Clift and Holt 2007) . For Goodwin (2007) , Goffman's (1981a) The analysis of narrative and storytelling has become an increasingly crowded field (Polletta et al. 2011 ).
Most closely adjacent to Goffman's ideas are those developed in conversation analysis (CA). Storytelling has long been a topic of interest to CA from Sacks'
lectures of the late 1960s on. One distinctive aspect of CA's approach is the emphasis on the how the story is told in situ (Mandelbaum 2012) , with the help of others in the role of "story consociates" (Lerner 1992 ) who co-produce the story. CA's emphasis on the interactional is a complement to the more phenomenological emphasis of Goffman, who concentrates on the teller's shifting stances as the story is told.
Forms of Talk often seems driven by a determination
to demonstrate how talk is generally responsive to frames and social situations so that actual interactional considerations are evident in CA's concern with talk's sequential organization, can appear secondary.
Goffman (1981a:1) mentions a leaning towards the "speaker's side" of talk, a bias perhaps evident in his choice of non-dialogic topics (radio talk, lecturing, response cries), where the talk that occurs is not, like conversation, constrained by another party's responsive talk. The demands of sociality and situatedness are seen to be evident even in apparently solitary activity (an analytic strategy reminiscent of Durkheim's account of suicide). The general argument underlying Goffman's analyses is that expectations of sociality are so deeply embedded that, even when on our own, we display them. This is the basis of Goffman's late performative conception of self-quite some distance from the "harried fabricator of impressions" of PSEL. In varying ways, the criticisms of the footing concept all lead back to Goffman's preoccupation with the "speaker's side" of talk. Levinson (1988) 
